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|.Introduction

San Fr a&aung Adult Gouiy AC) is a groundbreaking model for rethinking how tl
developmental characteristics of transitional age youth (TAY) sihéarch the criminal
justice system’ s respons elheNew YorhTingeSanm o p u
Francisco’s YAC is “tailored to the5hbi
Eligible young adults may participatehe YAC programsteadof the regularcriminal
courtprocess, with the aim of supporting positive life outcomes and avoiding recidivisr

The YAC is part of a larger movement to recognize young adults as a distinct group ii
justice system. The unique nature of Sanérans c 0’ s mo d e | i's du¢
roots in neuroscieneewhich indicates that critical portions of the brain regulating risk
taking and impulsive behavior are still developing substantially until theveidies—

but also in its acceptance and piiation of participants who have committed serious
felony offenses. In this way, San Francisco is demonstrating a commitment to altering
compositi on o f-cuskbdymopHlatiennwheres AYoate ®verrepresented, a
well as the life trajectgrof young adults with serious crimes and barriers.

San Francisco’s YAC draws on the city’
i mpl ementi ng alstoelrvniantgi”v ec o“uprrtosb,l eint s i d
youth as a citywide prioritgroup, and its track record of tailoring services to this specifi
population, including among criminal justice agencies.

As of early spring 2017, the YAC has been operational for just over 1.5 years and en;
national media attention frorthe EconomisNewsweekandThe New York Time§his
evaluation report on the YAC’s plannin
i mpl ementation yields important insigh
promising model, as well as the efforts of otlmterested local areas.

Disconnected youth in San Francisco ages246 also called transitional age youth (TAY are
one of the most vulnerable populations in the City. Roughly 8,000 TAY are at risk of not
transitioning successfully into adulthood, or reaing adulthood at all* They face significant
challenges, such as chronic unemployment, homelessness, involvement with the justice system,
and lack basic academic and work readiness skills to prepare for the world of work.

Further, the TAY age group istiBN2 L2 NI A2y | 0 Sf & NBLINBaSyidSR
criminal justice system and nationall\Recent estimates? show that approximately 25% of San

Francisco adult arrests were young men and women age 18 to 24, and that young adults under age
25 comprised 20% of the jail population, 25% of criminal court cases, and 21% of adult probation’s

1 http://www.taysf.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/TAYSF_PolicyPrioritiesdoc.pdf. Downloaded on 3/5/17.

2 This data is from January 2012 to March 2014; San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families
(DCYF) proposal to California Board of State and Community Corrections (CBSCC).
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active caseload. Young adults in the justice system are also overwhelmingly and
disproportionately minorities.Approximately 60% of adult probation’s young adult caseload is
African American, while African Americans comprise only 6% of San Francisco’s population. The
recidivism rate for individuals (adults and young adults) returning from prison is 76%.3

It is in this context that the City of San Francisco establistieel Young Adult Court (YAC) model,
an alternative court program designed for TAY agesZEB Reflecting brain development research
and needs specific to young adults, and recognizing the importance of providing these young
adults an opportunity to change their life trajectory and exit the cycle of recidivism, California’s
Board of State and Community Corrections (CBSCC) awarded San Francisco’s Department of
Children, Youth and their Families (DCYF) a three-year Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) to implement
two programs designed to reduce recidivism of young adults and decrease the school-to-prison
pipeline. These programs— Juvenile Alternatives to Suspension (JASP) and Young Adult Court
(YAC)—aim to address the needs of San Francisco’s vulnerable young adults by providing
participants with access to wraparound services, job referrals, case management services and
other supports.

In the spring of 2015, DCYF contracted with Social Policy Research Associates (SPR) to conduct a
three-year evaluation of the programs funded by the JAG grant. The goal of the evaluation is to
document the planning and implementation of the program models, how they evolve over time,
and outcomes at the participant- and system-levels. Due to delays to implementing the JASP
program, the evaluation is focusing on the planning, implementation, and outcomes of the YAC
program.

This YAC report—which weaves together information from multiple data sources to provide a
snapshot of the planning and early implementation phases—sets the stage for the final YAC
outcomes report due in December 2017.

The YoungAdult Court Program(YAC)

{FYy CNIYIyOA&aO2Qa , 2dzy3d ! Rdzt & 2f DadzNH <A D2 1dzZND2 F2 INd 2
ages 18 p FFNNBaldSR Ay { Iy CNIyOAaO?2ds, andaiezjivel thedS f S
2L NI dzyAde G2 LI NLAOALI GS Ay !/ *TRefACGSIFR 27F
program in San Francisco represents a significant effort to support positive outcomes and reduce

recidivism for approximately 80 disconnected transitional age youth (TAY) per year.

The YAC program also represents a significant leap forward compared to other young adult court
Y2RSfad ¢KS !/ Q& dzyAljdzS ylI G4dz2NE A& o6FaSR yz2a 2

3 San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) proposal to California Board of State and
Community Corrections (CBSCC). Note that this rate applies to the county at large, not only young adults.

4 Zeira, Y. and M. Baldwin, 2016.
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brain development, but als in its acceptance and
indeed its prioritization of young adults who have
committed serious felony offensesA 2016 scan of
national and international innovative young adult
justice initiatives highlighted San Francisco’s Young
Adult Court as the only court model that accepts a
range of risk levels, including violent and non-violent
misdemeanors and felonies.> By comparison, at least
four of the other five young adult courts in the United
States only accept misdemeanors and/or low-level,
first time felonies.® The prioritization of young adults
with felony offenses, as codified in the YAC’s formal
eligibility criteria, demonstrates not only “a leap of
faith,” but also a commitment to “moving the needle”
on the nature of San Francisco’s in-custody population
where TAY are overrepresented.

Key Partners

The JAG grant to San Francisco County—totaling
$1,045,625 for three years—provides funding to six
City partner agencies to expand their capacity and
coordination efforts to connect YAC participants to
critical resources in the areas of mental services,
housing, and employment. The partners are expected
to work together in ways that would significantly
expand the level of services provided to participants

In the course of preliminary research ¢
other YAC models in the U.S., SPR was
to interview two other YAC program
Douglas County Young Adult Court &
Kalamazoo County Young AdDiversion
Court* Capsule summaries of these tw
YAC programs can be found in Appendi
The YAC program in San Francisco is sit
to these two models in terms of: the goa
of reducing sentencing/improving justic
outcomes, the use of service phasasd a
system of sanctions and incentives, a foc
on intensive case management suppa
and the frequency of monitoring
participant progress. However, both th
Douglas and Kalamazoo County progre
differ from San Francisco in that youi
adults must be oprobation in order to be
eligible. By contrast, San Francisco |
deliberately designed a program whe
young adults can participate withou
having to be sentenced to probation, eve
for relatively serious offenses.

* SPR reached out to five Young Aduwiur€
programs in the U.S. to conduct phone interviey

and these were the only programs that respond
to our request.

and enhance coordination of these services in San Francisco. Partners hired or designated staff to
deliver services under the grant, dedicating between .20 FTE to .85 FTE to support this effort.

Key YAC team members and partners include the YAC Judge and Superior Court, San Francisco
District Attorney’s Office, San Francisco Public Defender’s Office, Adult Probation Department,
Community Assessment and Services Center (CASC), Felton Institute/Family Service Agency (FSA),
Goodwill Industries, treatment providers, San Francisco Department of Children, Youth, and their
Families (DCYF), and the San Francisco Sheriff’'s Department. These partners and their roles are
displayed in the YAC Organizational Chart (see Appendix A), though some modifications have been

made.

5 Zeira, Y. and M. Baldwin, 2016.

6 Based on available information on the six young adult courts identified in the National Institute of Justice
Environmental Scan of Developmentally Appropriate Criminal Justice Responses tonladtiee Young Adults
(2016). Beyond SPR’s interviews with the Douglas and Kalamazoo County programs, information on the other three
non-San Francisco courts included in the scan is based on publicly available documents.
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Summary of YAC Model

Below is a summary of the YAC model, including eligibility guidelines, phases of participation, and
expected outcomes.’

YoungAdult Court(YACEIigibility
1 Young adultagel8-25years.

1 Noresidenceestriction,but priority givento young adultsvith
“ ¢ 0 n n eteSanFrantisco,includngfamilyandothers u ppor t s.

1 Felonycasedhavepriority overmisdemeanocases:

- Certainfelonychargesareeligibleon a pre-pleabasiswhile other felony
chargesare eligibleon adeferredentry of judgment(DEJ) or probation
(postplea)basis.

- Allmisdemeanorsareeligibleon a pre-pleabasiswith certain
exceptionsincluding drunkdriving,gangallegationsandhate crimes.

1 Ifacertain disqualifyingonditionexists—includingbut not limited to current
offenses involvingthe useof afirearmandindividuals witha prior strike
offense—the DistrictAttorneymayagreeto waivethe limitationon a case
by-casebasis.

Young adults may be referred to YAC by the Public Defender’s Office, District Attorney, or the Adult
Probation Department. The District Attorney’s Office reviews all cases referred to YAC. Potential
participants undergo an assessment process conducted by FSA over multiple sessions. The process
consists of an initial conversation to put the young adult at ease and address any concerns (e.g.,
about confidentiality), and then the administration of nationally-recognized assessment tools,
including but not limited to the Primary Care Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PC-PTSD) Screen, the
PCL-C (a standardized self-reported rating scale for PTSD), the Beck Depression Inventory, and the
TCU Drug Screen V.

After assessment, FSA staff makes a recommendation on whether the young adult is suitable for
YAC and the attorneys determine whether there is an agreeable legal resolution. Onceyoung
adultsare aceptedinto YACthey receiveservicesorganizedinto four distinct phases:

 Phase 1: Engagement and Assessment
9 Phase 2: Stability and Accountability

9 Phase 3: Wellness and Community Connection

7 For the full eligibility guidelines, phases of participation (YAC Participant Handbook), and expected outcomes
(logic model), please see Appendices B, C, and D respectively.
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9 Phase 4: Program Transition (and graduation day)

Each phase comprises various activities and milestones. As participants reach their milestones,
they progress to the next phase. How long participants remain in a phase depends on how well
they progress toward goals in their Wellness Care Plan, described below. Participants complete the
program when they graduate and exit from Phase 4. On average, the timeframe for completing the
four phases of service provision is between 10 to 18 months.

Keyservicesand componentsof YAQncludethe following:

9 Orientation. After young adults are accepted into the YAC, FSA provides an orientation to
the program by introducing the YAC Participant Handbook—which participants are asked
to sign—and showing an orientation video.? The video introduces participants to the YAC's
collaborative environment and to the different agency partners at the table. This has
helped ease YAC participants’ early reservations and promote buy-in, and allowed them to
see criminal justice partners in a new light. Orientation can occur in a small group format,
but it typically happens on a one-on-one basis between the case manager and YAC
participant, sometimes in the jail setting.

1 WellnessCarePlan Upon enrolling in the YAC program, the case managers develop a
Wellness Care Plan jointly with the participants. This plan details the goals for each YAC
participant based on individually-identified goals by the participant and their YAC case
manager. The plan may include some or all of the following components: (1) case
management and therapeutic services;’ (2) dialectical behavioral therapy (DBT) and Life
Skills; 10 (3) meeting with probation officer, if applicable; (4) substance abuse counseling, as
applicable; and (5) housing, education, employment and family/parenting support.*! The
plan is to be reviewed, monitored, and updated on an ongoing basis.

1 CasananagementservicesParticipants receive intensive case management support from
FSA or the CASC. Clients not on probation receive case management support from FSA
while clients on probation receive this support from a TAY case manager at the CASC.'? Case

8 FSA and the Superior Court initiated and shepherded the idea of a video after several months of YAC
implementation. The video was produced pro bono by San Francisco Academy of Arts.

9 Case management in and of itself is considered therapy as FSA staff are caring adults trained in motivational
interviewing.

10 All YAC participants receive DBT and Life Skills instruction (which covers 25 different topics) but depending on the
readiness of each young adult, DBT and Life Skills may be delivered individually before moving to a group setting.
The frequency of therapeutic contact depends on the individual’s situation and assessment results, generally
ranging from 1-3 times per week. A site visit to Roca—an evidence-based intervention model in Massachusetts
designed to serve high-risk young people—has informed ongoing efforts to determine how to use cognitive
behavioral therapy and interweave it more in the YAC program.

11 Meeting with a mentor is another planned component of the Wellness Care Plan. However, the addition of this
component was purposefully delayed until the YAC model was further along and achieved greater consistency in
implementation.

12 These case managers at the CASC are employees of LCA.
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managers provide referrals for housing, substance abuse treatment, and other supportive
services. Primary workforce development support is provided by Goodwill Industries. In the
case of FSA, case managers are also licensed therapists (clinical case managers). Probation
case managers can refer their clients to FSA for therapeutic services, as appropriate. Case
managers meet with participants on a regular basis, ranging in frequency from weekly, to
bi-weekly, to monthly, depending on each participant’s phase and level of engagement.

Drugtesting. Participants are required to take a baseline drug test during Phase 1 of the
program. Additional, random drug testing can be administered while participants are in YAC
if substance abuse is suspected.

Caseconferencingand court appearancesParticipants are expected to make court
appearances before the YAC Judge on a regular basis, the frequency of which is determined
by progress realized toward their goals in the Wellness Care Plan. For the first several
months, participants typically come to court every week. As participants show progress in
meeting goals, court appearances are required less frequently. Prior to each court hearing,
YAC team members hold case conferencing sessions to discuss individual YAC participants’
status along various dimensions—including rated motivation level and stage of change—to
develop a unified message and next steps for each participant, and to determine the order
in which cases will be called.

RewardsandresponsesThe YAC Participant Handbook outlines the specific behaviors that
can trigger either a reward or a response. At the discretion of the YAC team, special
rewards such as gift cards may be given during court appearances for behaviors such as
arriving on time for court hearings and engaging in the Wellness Care Plan. Other, non-
monetary rewards include public acknowledgement/“shout-outs” by the Judge and other
YAC team members for good behavior, as well as a reduction in required court
appearances. Responses or consequences are for behaviors such as continued substance
abuse, missed appointments with probation, and failure to appear in court. The
consequences for these responses range from increased mandated court appearances to
termination from YAC.

Evaluationof YAC

The evaluation is designed to assess how well the YAC program achieves its goals of reducing
recidivism among YAC participants while connecting them to a critical network of resources and
supports to realize positive life outcomes. This evaluation also seeks to understand the lessons
that YAC partners learned from planning and implementing the program, and the sustainable
system-level effects of these efforts. To accomplish these goals, the evaluation consists of an
implementation study and an outcomes study that will address the expected outcomes at the
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participant- and system-level listed below.® This report focuses on the early implementation of the
YAC program. The Final Report, to be submitted at the end of 2017, will cover YAC outcomes.

ParticipantLevelOutcomes Broader ProgranDutcomes
1 Reductiorin recidivism 1 ImprovedcoordinationbetweenYAC
T Employmengcquisitionrand partnersviaassessmentservice
retention planningandtreatment
 Reducedsubstancebuse 1 Adultprobationandcourtaccesso
1 Developmendf* | ¢ Kiel | s” accurateriskassessmertbols
f Increasecawarenessndutilizationof I Useof collaborativecaseconferences
communityresources
1 Wellnesutcomes
1 Legaloutcomes
1 Housingstatus

Key research questions that guide the implementation study specifically are as follows:

YAQmplementation StudyResearciQuestions

I What contextualfactors are important for understandinghe planning,design,
implementation,and outcomesof the YAQorogram?

I Whatwasthe processof designingand planningY AC?What were the successeand
challengesof different partner agenciescomingtogether?

I Whatis the nature of the YAGservicedesignand decisionsoehindits specific
components?

I Howarethe key characteristicand experience®f YAQarticipantsso far informing
YAGmplementation?

I Whatis the leveland nature of ongoingYAQpartner coordinationand communication?

I What havebeenthe main successes;hallengesand surprisesof programplanning
and implementation?How havethey informed further developmentof YAC?

i Givenimplementationthus far, what outcomesat the participantand systemlevel can
be reasonablyexpectedto resultfrom YAC?

13 These were identified and agreed to by YAC partners as part of a logic model process in fall 2015. YAC partners also
identified long-term outcomes: permanent reduction in recidivism/criminal justice involvement; lasting
connections to the educational system and/or the labor market; and sustained focus on addressing structural
barriers to success among young adults of color. Please see Appendix D for the YAC logic model.
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The implementation study examines the YAC partnership model employed in planning and
delivering services, the participants served so far, the service delivery components and strategies
used, and the successes and challenges encountered in implementing the program. The
implementation study’s most immediate purpose will be to inform continuous improvement of
YAC, and provide valuable, explanatory context for the evaluation’s final outcomes report. Another
purpose will be to share implementation lessons with a broader audience that is interested in
successful practices for establishing a young adult court.

Data Sourcesand Methods

To address the implementation study evaluation questions, this report relies on a number of data

sources:

Exhibitl-1: DataSources

Data Sources

Description

In-person and
telephone interviews

SPR conducted interviews with 17 individuals involved with the YAC program. Interviews|
focused on YAC planning and implementation, service delivery mechanisms, partner|
coordination and communication, and successes and challenges in running the YAC program.
We conducted four in-person interviews and 13 telephone interviews in late summer 2016,
The decision to interview respondents in-person or by phone was influenced by the
availability of respondents. Interviewees included a mix of the following groups off
respondents:

1 Criminaljustice sysem stakeholderg8), including the Public Defender and the
District Attorney’s office, as well as staff from Adult Probation, the Sheriff’s
Department, and the Police Department.

9 Superiorcourt staff (2), including the YAC Judge and court staff.
 Casemanagers(5), from LCA and FSA.

9 DCYlstaff (2), Data and Evaluation Analyst and Older Youth Programs & Planning
Manager.

Additionally, SPR conducted interviews with program staff from two other young adult
courts. Interviews focused on program structures and lessons learned. Interview findings
are included in Appendix E. SPR interviews with staff from the following court models:

1 Douglas County Young Adult Court in Douglas County, Nebraska

 Kalamazoo County Young Adult Diversion Court in Kalamazoo County, Michigan

Young adult focus
groups

SPR conducted two young adult focus groups with participants enrolled in the YAC
program in the fall 2016 and winter 2017.

Young adults were invited to the focus groups but participation was voluntary and some
invitees did not attend. Ultimately a total of 11 young adults participated in the two focus
groups. The young adults were not representative of the larger participant populations.
Questions addressed participants’ backgrounds and experience with the YAC program,
including the services they received, their perception of the quality of services and
supports available to them, and program strengths and weaknesses.
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Data Sources

Description

Observations

SPR staff conducted two observations of YAC's case conferencing sessions and formal
court sessions held in San Francisco’s Hall of Justice. The observations provided the
evaluation team an opportunity to learn first-hand about participant characteristics and
their interactions with the diverse array of partners involved with YAC, including the
Judge, case managers, probation officers, and staff from the Public Defender and District
Attorney’s office. SPR took copious notes during the observations in order to capture the
exchanges between young adults and the partners involved in the program.

YAC Database
(extract)

YAC Database extracts were provided by Superior Court staff. These extracts contained data
on YAC referrals and on YAC participants’ characteristics (including race and ethnicity, living
situation, education level, and probation status). In the YAC Evaluation Final Report,
participant outcome data from the YAC Database will be reported more fully.

YAC program
documents

SPR conducted a review of relevant program documents such as the YAC grant proposal
to California BSCC, the YAC Participant Handbook, YAC eligibility guidelines, and a
National Institute of Justice environmental scan of similar court models for young adults.
We reviewed these documents to prepare for data collection and to examine more
closely the policies and practices discussed by interview respondents.

These data sources provide useful information about the YAC model during early implementation.
We incorporate quotes from interview respondents throughout the report. The quotes—which are
embedded in phrases and in sidebars—are intended to add richness to our analysis.

Remainderof the Report

The remainder of this report presents the key findings from the planning and early implementation
of the YAC model. Chapter Il presents an overview of the planning process for the YAC program,
summarizing how partners came together to design and deliver services.

Chapter lll examines in-depth the successes and challenges of early YAC implementation, and
briefly reviews some early program participation outcomes. Finally, Chapter IV summarizes key
findings and their implications for moving forward with YAC implementation.
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Il. PlanningPhase

While the newness and complexity of the YAC required careful deliberation and planning for
YAC program design, the partners were also able
to capitalize on important contextual factors and
rich experience designing other collaborative
court models. This allowed for a relatively rapid
YAC rollout and the capacity to move forward
with implementation while still adjusting

& ¢ nStivation for us was finding an
alternative for youth involvedin the
criminal justice process.To get them
the skillsand resoures they need not
only to get out of the criminal justice

system,but to stay out. Givethem the important components of program design. As
skillsthey needto get productive and one partner shared, “We were building the train
stay productive. And to take those while hurtling down the track. Like our young
skills back to the neighborhoods people, [the YAC] is very much in development.”
i K é ér@rNé{Bd be examplesfor the The planning process required that partners
kidsi K S NB @ ¢ grapple with several critical questions and issues,

— YAC Partner including program eligibility and an appropriate

system of rewards and responses.

Context and Motivation for the YAC

Theplanningfor YAGwvasfacilitated by four significant contextualfactors: (1) data on young
adults in San Francisco’s justice system, (2) emerging
brain development research, (3) the Superior Court’s
significant experience with collaborative court
models, and (4) the City’s commitment to TAY

G ¢ K &asBn environmentof:

% S Onitfsloinga goodjob for

. theseyoungpeople.We are not
Services. lookingat their specialneeds
First, data demonstrated that young adults overall, and limitations, like their

and young adults of color specifically, were gy [evel Wi mesa o (el
RAGLINE L2 NI A2y GSE e NBLN HIEMRATTSNEYAL e
local adult criminal justice systerte.g., adult arrests, artner

jail population, criminal court cases, probation

caseload). These data lent an urgency to the recognition that “we’re not doing a good job with
TAY” and “we needed to do something different.” The data also served as additional motivation
for finding new solutions for the young adult population.

CNJ yOA a

Second, emerging research on brain development among young adults underscored why this
population required alternative interventions apart from the adult criminal justice systeAt

the same time that local criminal justice data were underscoring the critical need for an

alternative approach with TAY, the San Francisco District Attorney, then-Chief Probation

Officer, and Chief of Alternative Programs and Initiatives (District Attorney’s Office) attended an
Executive Session on Community Corrections at Harvard Kennedy School in March 2014 that

covered young adult brain development research and community-based responses to justice-
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involved young adults.'* The research indicated that brain development is still unfolding in
critical ways for the TAY population, thus requiring different approaches for engagement and
reducing recidivism than those used for older adults or juveniles. This presented research
sparked the initial idea for establishing a YAC.

Third, YAC planningwas6 f S G2 OFLIAGFEATS 2y GKS { dzLJSNR 2 NJ
experience with alternative courts After attending the Harvard Kennedy School session
above, the District Attorney’s Office and Adult Probation took their idea for the YAC and the
BSCC grant opportunity to the Superior Court, which held significant expertise and experience
in designing and implementing specialized, collaborative courts (often called “problem-solving
courts”) designed to improve justice outcomes for the City’s most vulnerable populations.
These collaborative courts include Behavioral Health Court, Community Justice Center, Family
Treatment Court, Adult Drug Court, Intensive Supervision Court, Juvenile Reentry Court,
Truancy Court and Veterans Justice Court. As will be discussed below, the Director of San
Francisco’s Collaborative Courts and the Superior Court served as the administrative lead of
YAC planning, responsible for a number of key development tasks.

Fourth, the City was able to leverage its pexisting commitment b TAY servicesfor
example the Adult Probation Department’s TAY Unit. This was part of a larger, shared
understanding among city leaders that TAY required specialized supports and sanctions that
were age-appropriate. It is for this reason that in 2012, San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee identified
disconnected TAY as a priority group across city departments, and established DCYF as the city
agency coordinating TAY services. Soon thereafter, the renewal of the Children’s Fund in 2015
included, for the first time, funding for TAY ages 18-24. This funding would ensure that the TAY
population receives age-appropriate services and supports citywide.

Finally, YA@rogramplanningprocess wadacilitated by arich history of partnershipamong
city agencies and communitpased organizationanany of which had worked together on
previous collaborative courts. These alternative courts involve close collaboration between the
court staff, Judges, attorneys, and probation and service providers to provide intensive services
and frequent court hearings to monitor participants’ progress. Interviewees remarked that
these courts were “revolutionary” in their efforts to seek alternative sentences to incarceration.

Partners had also collaborated on past city-wide efforts and all of the criminal justice partners
had deep experience working with community based organizations to provide ancillary services.
For example, San Francisco’s District Attorney’s Office and Goodwill Industries (the employment
services partner for YAC) partnered on Back on Track, a deferred entry of judgment (DEJ)
program for first-time participants between the ages of 18-30, charged with low-level felony
offenses.

As a result of the confluence of all these contextual factors—as well as the simple fact that YAC
partners “genuinely liked each other”—the City was ripe for YAC planning and launch.

14 This session was led by Vincent Schiraldi, Bruce Western, and Kendra Bradner.
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Coming Together

Interview respondentswere especiallyexcitedthat
& O Kot peoplewereatthe (i | 0th Bdvethe
YAQplanningprocessalong.These included the
Judge, whose commitment and passion for this
program was described as exceptional, and critical
partner staff from the Superior Court, the District
Attorney’s Office, the Public Defender’s Office, Adult
Probation, and FSA. Partners came to the table with
open minds, a willingness to work together, a similar

& 2 $ad this perfectgroup of
people.Whois at the table from
eachof theseagenciesmakesa
huge difference.Evenif they
have different perspectivesthey
were very opento listeningto
each2 (i K S WD RBartner

philosophy of rehabilitation, and a shared goal of reducing recidivism among the TAY population.
As one interviewee said, “We were all in pursuit of the same goals—just better outcomes for

this population.”

That said, when partners came to the table, they differed in their initial level of buy-in to the
YAC, and their confidence about the specific roles and working relationships required. While
some partners were excited about the prospect of a new court, with a few emphasizing that
they “do a really good job of working together,” a small number of others were cautiously

optimistic.

Some partners felt they needed clarification on their expected roles and responsibilities. Thus,

during the planning phase, the partners engaged in a learning process—including two half-day
strategic planning retreats—to ensure a common understanding of program goals and
outcomes, as well as roles. One partner reflected, “This has been a journey in [and of] itself.
Learning roles, learning what we all want from participants... has been a process since

planning.”

Finally, some were uncertain about how partners would
work together, suggesting that the YAC program would
require fostering trust and a shared vision among
partners of fundamentally different orientations. For
example, some partners —such as the District Attorney
and Public Defender—traditionally differ in their view
of how to best resolve cases involving young adults in
the criminal justice system. While some partners
focused their conversation on holding young adults
“accountable” for their actions, others focused more on

oL C(sMreeverybodyhadan
agendacomingto thetable.
Everpnehadour pokerfaceson
at first. Howseriousshouldwe
take ourselvesand takeeach
other?WeR 2 ywv@niito stepon
each? i K 8§ RXBc¥ARartner

providing sufficient wraparound services to reduce the likelihood of offending.

Despite some initial reservations, partners remained committed to the YAC program, and to
collaboration. As one respondent remarked, “We're going to be partners, full partners all the
way through. We have a vested interest [in seeing the program succeed].”

iz spR
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The Planning Process

After representatives from San Francisco’s District Attorney’s Office and Adult Probation
Department attended the Harvard Kennedy School session on young adult brain development
in March 2014, the planning process included the following milestones:

T

Summer 2014The Chief of Alternative Programs and Initiatives, District Attorney’s
Office authors a paper proposing a YAC in San Francisco, and approaches the Superior
Court and other stakeholders about the possibility.

August 6, 2014The San Francisco Sentencing Commission—a legislatively established
local body of justice stakeholders that works to make recommendations for system and
sentencing reforms that advance public safety and rely on best practices in criminal
justice—formally endorses the Young Adult Court Workgroup,*® and the proposal for a
Young Adult Court,'® after holding the first of two meetings in August 2014 focused on
neuroscience and young adult brain development featuring experts in the field.

Fall 2014 San Francisco submits the grant proposal for YAC.
Winter 2015.San Francisco is notified of and awarded grant funding for the YAC.

April 2, 2015The first YAC planning meeting is held, marking the official beginning of
the planning period, though a good amount of thinking and work had been done prior to
this date.

- As part of the planning phase, two major YAC strategic planning sessions are held.
One of these, organized by the Director of Collaborative Courts, Superior Court
featured Dr. Hetty Eisenberg, then the Medical Director of TAY population at the
Department of Public Health, who provided a training to all YAC partners on young
adult brain development and trauma. This training—entitled “TAY and Complex
Trauma: Neurobiology and Psychosocial Approaches”!’—informs all aspects of the YAC
design, including core program elements and the specific language used with and
about young adults. Another, facilitated by the Chief of Alternative Programs and
Initiatives, District Attorney’s Office, centers on eligibility guidelines and an initial pool
of clients.

- With partner and expert input, the Director of Collaborative Courts and Superior
Court leads efforts on key aspects of program design, including drafting documents

15 The Young Adult Court Workgroup, comprised of the partners who designed the YAC model, reports back to the
Sentencing Commission on implementation progress.

16 The 2014 Annual Report of the Sentencing Commission specifically recommended the creation of a young adult

court.

17 Key training topics included neurobiology, the TAY brain and trauma, psychosocial stages of development, and
complex trauma.
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on the YAC phases of participation and on sanctions and incentives (rewards and
responses), as well as the YAC Participant Handbook.

- The District Attorney’s Office leads efforts to draft YAC eligibility guidelines.

- Felton Institute/Family Service Agency (FSA) leads the design of the Life Skills and
dialectical behavioral therapy (DBT) components. DBT in particular reflects the effort
to ensure that the YAC model is developmentally aligned with its target population.
As one respondent noted, “DBT is a format of [cognitive behavioral therapy] CBT
that is developmentally appropriate for a population with little insight into
emotional regulation.”

Critical Decision Points

The planning process required that partners grapple with several critical questions and issues,
including what program advancement and completion would look like, and the specific

language and approach used to engage young adult participants.'® However, interview
respondents particularly highlighted program eligibility and a systemrewards and
responsesas the issues requiring extensive negotiation and discussion during the planning
process

The critical issues that required extensive negotiation and discussion during the planning
process were (1) program eligibility and (2) a system of sanctions and incentives. These are
discussed below.

Eligibility. The YAC program planners wanted to “start fresh” on eligibility for the YAC program,
rather than modify eligibility criteria used in other collaborative courts in San Francisco. For this
and other reasons, determining the program eligibility criteria was perhaps the most
challenging element for program planners due, in part, to differences in perspectives between
the District Attorney’s and Public Defender’s offices about who should be allowed in the
program. The challenge for partners was to agree on not only who was eligible, but also the
terms of eligibility (i.e., what charges were acceptable and not acceptable, when participants
would be required to enter a plea or be sentenced, and what the legal benefits would be for
different types of offenses). After months of planning, the partners agreed on preliminary
eligibility criteria, with the expectation that the YAC program would be a pilot project and that
eligibility would be reviewed as the program evolved over time. As one respondent said, “We
called it a pilot in case we needed to abandon this idea if people were [committing] more,
serious crimes and this became a public safety disaster.” Other questions that came up during
these discussions included: “What were we willing to be more open minded about?” “Do we
keep them [young adults], do we let them go to traditional court? We just can’t hold them if
they’re committing new crimes.” The multiple planning meetings and back and forth
negotiations between the District Attorney’s and Public Defender’s offices resulted in the

18 For example, partners deliberately settled on the word “engagement” instead of “compliance,” as the former
connotes a level of agency on the young adult participant’s part.
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program’s most significant milestone—program eligibility that were acceptable to diverse
partners, and were ultimately used across multiple collaborative courts in San Francisco.*®

Rewardsand Responseg¢sanctionsandincentives).Included in the discussion about program
eligibility was a system of sanctions and incentives, otherwise referred to as responses and
rewards — a key component of collaborative court models. During the planning phase, partners
noted that the system of sanctions was not clearly defined. Key decisions about when
participants would be terminated and on what grounds required ongoing discussions among
the partners and—as will be seen in the next chapter—continued to be a point of tension during
early implementation.

19 Please see Appendix B for YAC eligibility guidelines.
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Ill. Earlylmplementationof YACServices

TheYoungAdult Courtbeganacceptingparticipants on August7, 2015 with a plan to serve
approximately 80 young adults per year, depending on the duration of services provided to
participants. The average timeframe of service provision was expected to be one year, but with a
range of anywhere between 10-18 months. By the end of 2015, 63 young adults had been
accepted. ByMarch 1,2017,the YoungAdult Courthad acceptedatotal of 123individuals,which
representedalmost85%of the total numberreferred sinceinception (146)2°

Who is BeingSewved?
Of the 123 YAC participants served by March 1, 2017,

64%are African American,and malescomprisethe large G2 K Sofiknowa LIS NAE Loy Q &
majority (75%).0One-third of participants(41)are it changeshow you think about
residentsof SanFranciscowhile just over half (55%) their ONR Y S @ ¢

have residences that are “not listed.” In terms of — YAC Partner

education and living status at the time of entry into the
YAC program, 35% of participants were high school graduates and 37% were living in a home with
family member(s). The full YAC participant characteristics are shown in Exhibit llI-1.

Forthe most part, the characteristicoof YAQoarticipantssofar havenot surprisedYAQpartners,
particularly in terms of racialbreakdown.A number of

interview respondents noted that while the racial & C Bwkincome,justiceinvolved
disparity is troubling, YAC participants reflect the larger youth, the hallmark of life is a lack
jail population and criminal justice system of San of stable,healthyNB £ I 0 A 2y a
Francisco. As one YAC partner observed, “I’m not — YAC Partner

surprised because that’s the system | work in, but I’'m G ¢ K$a & a tékinydBe biggest
disappointed and reminded of how important this risk of their lives.¢ K S de@riidg)
court is to the address the underlying problems...and to learn, and bringingtheir bags of
the systemic injustice we have.” trauma and povertyto the table£

o ] o — YAC Partner
Similarly, while also not surprising, many YAC partners

remarked on the level and common sources of personal

trauma that characterize YAC participants’ lives. As one interviewee noted, “The youth are exactly
what | expected. A lot have trauma and housing issues, little to no family support, pushed along in
the system.

20 Young adults who are referred to YAC may not be eligible to participate following 1) the District Attorney’s Office
review of the case or 2) the assessment conducted by FSA. For more information on the referral process, see a
broad description on page 4 or Appendix B for YAC eligibility criteria.
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Exhibitlll-1: YACParticipantCharacteristics

N=1231
YAC Participant City of
LIVING SITUATION Residence
m Family members home i Unknown San Francisco 23
Oakland 11
W Homeless/Street/Shelter W In custody
Daly City 5
m Independent Apt/House W Friend/Partners home "
o Vallejo 3
m Residential Treatment Prgm m SRO Hotel Antioch 1
Emeryville 1
TR OCRRROCARECCRORRCCRCRXRECRCARATRICRARICEAREC I+ 379%
R RRECIRANO 2096, Fremont 1
AR ARECARATCCRACOCEANACON 2396 Kingston 1
'lIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 126 Richmond 1
M - 5% San Leandro 1
i 2 Not Listed 39
YAC PARTICIPANT RACE/ETHNICITY YAC PARTICIPANT EDUCATION
1%

m Black/African American M High School Graduate

M Latino/a m Some High School
W White B Unknown

W Other B GED

H Unknown

m Some College

W Asian/Pacific Islander
M Elementary School

2L YAC participant data is through March 1, 2017.



The YAC participant characteristics that have stood out to multiple partners have been the
number of homeless young adults, young adults from outside SaamEisco County, and nen
probation versus probation young adult&Vith regard to homelessness, while 16 YAC
participants (13%) were homeless at time of program entry, 39 (32%) at the time of assessment
indicated that they had experienced homelessness at some point. The number of YAC
participants who reside outside San Francisco County (see table above) has been noted as a
challenge to consistent program engagement. Finally, a couple of respondents remarked on

their expectations of seeing more probation clients in the YAC program. As can be seen in

Exhibit 11l-2, at least 34 YAC participants (28%) are on probation, though 26 (21%) are not listed.

Exhibitlll-2: Probationat Entry

16% m Not listed
2% m Misdemeanor SF

Probation

31% Felony SF Probation

n=123

Early YACImplementation Successes

As discussed earlier in the report, the planning ’

phase of the Young Adult Court drew on a political a 2 Kis goingwellis that we have
climate highly receptive to addressing the unique setup a functioningalternative
challenges and needs of transitional age youth collaboranvecour.t fqr the.hardest
(TAY) in San Francisco, and critical previous Lo (] o Pl A

. d " ith collaborati ; this populationdirectly needsit. It
expjnlence and expertise with collaborative cour is so hard to pushagainstthe
models.

traditional criminal justice
Against this backdrop, YAC was able to hit the 4@ al S Yaxt that $his exists
ground running, and began early implementation andis an Opportgni_tyfor young
with Back on Track?? participants. A number of peopleto get their I]vestogetherls
interviewees described YAC starting and FAL T apiE s
developing simultaneously, without some YAC

policies and

22 The Back on Track program is discussed in Ch. I, page 11 of this report.
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procedures in place. For example, a few YAC respondents observed that YAC implementation
began without the benefit of the Participant Handbook (which outlines expectations and phases
of program participation), or established policies on topics such as marijuana use and drug
testing. (The Director of Collaborative Courts, Superior Court is currently leading the finalization

of a YAC policies and procedures document.)

While some respondents noted the lack of pre-set policies as a challenge, and perhaps
something that would have benefited the early implementation phase, a larger perspective
expressedwasthat, | / A& | @2dzy3d O2dzNI > aidAiAftt azy |

' Y2dzy G 2F GaINRGAY3

LI Ayaé GKIG INB (2 o

and ruming and realizing its originally anticipated visioA.couple of respondents also
expressed that the ability to rapidly launch—without all policies in place—was a testament to
past experience with collaborative courts, and reflective of an intended pilot and learning phase

of YAC.

Partof, ! /l€ingandadjustment
processhasbeenwhat afew interviewees
describedas theblendingof criminal
justiceand clinicalworlds, with “social
workers learning to be a little more like
probation officers, and probation officers
learning to be a little bit more like social
workers.” Likewise, another YAC partner
reflected that, “It has been important for
the Public Defender to be more firm with
clients and the District Attorney to be more
empathetic.”

Overall, the very fact that YAC has been
established and is providing a critical
opportunity for the TAY population, is seen
as a significant accomplishment in and of
itself. That said, YAC partners highlighted
specific successes and challenges of the
Young Adult Court implementation so far. A
few respondents pointed to thgpopularity
of YAG the demand and sheer number of
young adults being served as a key

success of early implementation. However,

partners cited two other factors most
frequently as indicators of succesthe
quality of the people and partner
organizations at the table; and the Judge
presiding over the Young Adult Court.

iliis SpPR

Partner Perspectiveson YACPartnerships

& ¢ Kiggestsuccesss how well everyone
workstogetherin getting to the goal. All
the partners have beenvery
accommodatingn changingthe old ways
i K S @@ettsngsin the pastto make
things easierfor this population. Theway
the different parties cametogether, that
wasareal KA IKf A IK{ dé

& ¢ KuBcessebavebeenthe strength of
the partners. Theiramazingknowledge
and valuesthat they eachindividually
bring to the table. | think their
commitmentto the succes®f the model
hasalsobeena huged dzO0S a &4 ®¢

& think A (réaly tremendousand
amazing,the O 2 2 NR A Y | néver8egnX L
it. Peopleare onit, (i K S @eSpNdSive,
individualpeopletalk in personif needed.
Everyonealliesand comesto the (i | 6 £ S

G/ 2YYdzy A Ol (i doRaiforatvé (i & ¢
membershasimprovedto coveras many

gap areasas have beendiscovered.
Whereverthere is an issuethat arises,the
team effort in remedyingthe issueis
FYFETAYyIoé
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As described earlier in the report, the partners involved in YAC are drawing on strong pre-
existing relationships and past collaborative efforts, and the buy-in of critical criminal
justice stakeholders for this alternative court model. Interviewed partners praised the
strength of individual partner expertise brought to the table, their working relationships with
one another, and the level of dedication and ongoing coordination for YAC. As one respondent
observed, the strength of the YAC model is very much tied to the individuals “occupying the
model.” This includes a District Attorney and Public Defender with “a great working
relationship,” and case managers “that go above and beyond.”

YAC partners also largely praised the vehicles for ongoing coordinatimeluding the
monthly policy meetings, the strategic planning meetings (once or twice per year), and
particularly the case conferencintipat occurs before each YAC court sessithe case
conferencing meetings have allowed partners to get to know each other better, as well as the
YAC participants, and to craft appropriate responses for each young adult from a shared “place
of care.” However, a few respondents feel that the case conferences require more time to
discuss clients more thoroughly given the number of participants on the agenda, as well as
perhaps a different, additional type of case conferencing meeting altogether —focused less on
individual participant updates, and more on brainstorming potential strategies, implementation
plans, and sharing lessons and best practices from clients who have been successful. On the
other hand, a couple of respondents also described what they see as a tradeoff between
spending more time providing services than attending meetings.

Interview respondents offered unanimous
praise for the YAC Judge in recognition of

his leadership as a key factor of Young Adult Perspectivesn the YACJudge
iImplementation success so faPartners G ¢ KuUigeis a niceman.l S @dre
specifically highlighted his personal interest, caring than | thought hewouldbe.l S Q&
caring, and dedication to the young adult strict too. If & 2 dzﬁbt\dﬁing what é 2 dzQ N
participants—shown by gestures such as supposedo, [he] A & takingyourY'S a a ¢
attending graduations, organizing donated & | &waysgivesyouaOK Il y OS dé

books for participants’ children, and
expressing deep interest in a participant’s
music video online. Respondents also praised
his willingness to learn, and his serious
consideration and respect of partner
perspectives and recommendations. One
partner reflected, “You couldn’t ask for a more dedicated, open-minded Judge to take this on, a
Judge who is so vested in the individual participants.” Two interviewees also highlighted the
fact that many of the young adult participants see him as a parental figure—one they do not
want to disappoint.

G | Sk like a mentor.l S Soinebody
for guidancemorethana 2 dzZR3 S v ¢

a Loyflerto bein this program, he hasto
have somekindof K S I NIi @ ¢
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Early YACImplementation Challenges

Theperceivedchallengesof YAOmplementation sofar canbe clusteredinto five categories:
(1) suitability: (2) engagement(3) knowingwhento & f B2 @)Hiffering casemanagement
models;and (5) andinter-phaseprogression.

Suitability

As discussed in the previous chapter, identifying eligibility guidelines was one of the most
intensive, time-consuming tasks of the YAC design phase, though approached with a
“collaborative spirit.” During early implementation, partners continued to grapple some with
eligibility issues (e.g., condisntly vetting potential new participants, what charges should or
should not be accepted) but also with questions fiif. As four partners reflected, in the
beginning, nearly all young adults who were assessed were recommended for YAC, without
sufficient consideration of readiness or suitability. As one stated, “So far we’re accepting people
that are not ready. We’re either missing the signs they demonstrate to show they’re not ready,
or we’re ignoring the signs.” In some cases, this has resulted in terminations due to serious new
crimes being committed, which demonstrated that the young adults—in the words of another
partner— “weren’t ready to engage in the really intensive support and growth that’s required

by the program.” Two interviewees described clear warning signs that could have been better
heeded, such as clients with a history of not engaging and thus not being appropriate. Another
interviewee emphasized the need for cultural competency in assessing young adult suitability —
specifically, being grounded in, and able to understand the young adult (e.g., where they are
coming from and what they are dealing with) or otherwise risk being “snowed” by young adults
not well- suited for YAC.

Engagement

Several YAC partners commented on the interrelated ceafies of: (1) engagement
0a2YSUAYSa dzaAy3d GKS g2NR al OO02dzyil oAt Adesvs
responses for YAC participantRartners recognized
the inherent challenge of engaging and requiring
accountability among young adults in general, let
alone among young adults with significant barriers responsesfthere is] no

and setbacks. It can be a long-term endeavor; as one regularity and consistencyin the
YAC partner reflected, “It takes many months to applicationof theseli KA y 34 @
engage. This is not a failure but a process.” — YAC Partner

& 2 Beedto do a better job at
institutionalizingrewards and

At the same time, partners recognized the need for

effective, timely, and consistent responses to

participants meeting, and especially not meeting, program expectations. As one partner noted,
“Sometimes the rules are too loose for some clients and the court may be sending the wrong
message.... We need to develop sanctions and rewards. | understand that each client is unique
but we need to send the same message.”
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of participants who are ready to graduate, as well a

participants who are not meting the expectations
of the Young Adult Courtin the first case, the

& ¢ Ki§gestsurprisehas been
how difficult it is to get rid of
peoplewho needto go. | thought
there was going to be a lot of

question remains as to how many, and which accountabiliy and | think 6 $ Q NB
program milestones a participant should reach strugglingwith G K I § ® ¢
before proving they are on the right path and are — YAC Partner

ready for YAC graduation. For YAC specifically, and

for other young adult justice system interventions

generally, answering this question has been challenging with the realization that “not all boxes
will be checked” and that a young adult’s path will inevitably be marked by both progress and
setbacks.

In the second case, several respondents felt that early implementation had raised the need to
determine when, exactly, struggling young adults can be kept in the YAC and for how long, and
when they should be terminated. For the most part, this has been determined on a case by case
basis. YAC partners are also still deciding when young adults might be better served with
transfers to drug or behavioral health courts.

Different Case Management Models

One revision made to the YAC model during early implementation was the delineation of FSA’s
assessment, therapy, and case management duties. Given the caseload involved, FSA now
handles case management only for non-probation clients, while case management for clients
on probation is provided by the dedicated TAY case manager at the CASC. However, FSA is
responsible for all client assessments regardless of probation status, and provides therapy
(DBT) and Life Skills to all.

The early implementation of YAC is essentially piloting two models of case management
provision to YAC participantShe first model, provided by FSA to non-probation clients, is
characterized by staff who serve as both therapists and case managers (the clinical-case
management model). The second model has probation clients receiving case management,
probation, and therapeutic services from distinct staff members (case managers at CASC,
probation officers, and potentially FSA or other therapists, if needed).

Interviewees pointed out some advantages, particularly of the second model, in that young
adults have a clear separation of roles between a therapist and “an enforcement/supervision
person,” and also have access to more, and different types of caring, invested adult figures.
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In addition to determining the relative advantages
and disadvantagesf the two approaches, YAC
partners described the challenge of ensuring
consistency of expectations and experiences
between probation and norprobation clients.A

a C A 3 detfow td hold kids
accountablein the sameway,
sothat onekid A & yeRifig

more of a breakor lessof a

break, becauseof who i KS & Q1

couple of respondents questioned whether non- interactingwith, G K I 4 Q&
probation young adults interacting only with FSA, definitely beendifficulti ® £
which is primarily a therapy organization, might have — YAC Partner

less stringent expectations and responses to their

negative behavior than young adult participants on

probation. There may also need to be more consistency in program elements, such as the
content of case plans of probation versus non-probation clients, the frequency of contacts
between case managers and probation/non-probation young adults, and standardization of
monitoring and reporting on clients. To some extent, the YAC database is expected to help
identify and address areas of inconsistency in the YAC experience between young adults on
probation and those not on probation.?3

Inter-PhaseProgression

Though cited much less often, clarity on int@hase progression was described as an area for
improvement by both YAC partner interviewees and young adult focus group participants.
More specifically, though young adult respondents clearly knew which phase they were

currently in, they wished to know more about how they move from one phase to the next. One
young adult also recommended, “They could be more specific with the graduation process.”

While YAC partners pointed to the YAC Participant Handbook that lays out Phase 1to 4, a
couple felt that triggers for progression, and the implications of “stepping back,” could be made
clearer. Specifically, partners initially mentioned that it would be useful to have clarity on what
happens when participants regress and whether that means moving back to the previous
phase. As the program matured, partners agreed that participants would stay in their current
phase longer, rather than go back to a previous phase.

Priority Needs

Early implementation has allowed partners to see where there are heightened areas of need
among young adults participating in the YAC. Hougis undoubtedly the most critical of
these,a need that must be addressed immediately before all others, and a challenge that is
particularly acute in the city of San Francisco. Young adult participants in SPR’s focus groups
confirmed housing as their top priority need. In response, FSA has already increased its capacity

by “getting really good, really fast at finding housing options” and identifying opportunities to
contract with an organization for beds. (A couple of partner interviewees also identified

2 These differences may also be due to participants on probation likely being in the program for more serious
criminal behavior.
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residential, developmentally-appropriate substance abuse treatment centers as an important

service gap.)

In addition to housing, the priority need identified

most often by YAC partners was mentorinig.
addition to expanding participants’ menu of adults
that they can reach out to, mentors serve as
important role models that many young adult
participants simply do not have in their lives. As
one YAC partner reflected, “One of the things we're
seeing is young people really need mentors. They
need someone that looks like them that has been
successful.” Two partner interviewees specifically
emphasized the need for peer mentors, particularly
YAC alumni or those who have successfully reached
Phase IV. In place of formal peer mentors,
successful YAC participants model positive behavior
and outcomes in court when receiving recognition
for accomplishments. In contrast to partner
interviewees, YAC participants did not mention
mentoring as a priority need.
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K I NRexpeé&the clientto show
up, do what they needto do, geta
job and all thosethings, when

0 K S &dddtddtlyworried about
theird I TSG & o¢

— YAC Partner

& ¢ Kd@nesituationsare
unhealthy,harmful, or R 2 ySCHA & |
so much stemsfrom not havinga
placeto a i I & d¢

— YAC Partner

a t S 2oudbge needjobsand
housingT A NB& i @ ¢
— Young Adult
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V. Initial YAQOutcomesand Data

As discussed earlier, this implementation study report focuses squarely on YAC planning and

early implementation. YAC outcomes will be the explicit focus of the final evaluation report in
December 2017. However, on a program participation level, young adult outcomes from YAC
inception (Awgust 7, 2015) until March 1, 2017, can be seen below in Exhibit.[Vhe

completion rate is 20% (25 young adults), while 45% (55 young adults) are still actively
participating in the program—which translates to an overall retention rate of 65%. 15% of

young adults (18 young adults) have been terminated by the court for new arrests, and 19% (23
young adults) have been terminated for not complying with YAC rules or expectations. Only two
young adults (2%) have self-terminated.

ExhibitlV-1: YACParticipantOutcomes

45%

20% 19%

15%

Sucessfully Completed E Terminated by Court (Non-Compliance)
E Terminated by Court (New Arrest) E Self-Terminated
= Still Receiving Treatment
n=123

While these numbers provide important insight into YAC program outcomes, as described in
the introduction, YAC has a number of expected partner- and program-level outcomes that go
beyond participation and service receipt (see Appendix D).

Although some of these expected outcomes can be addressed by the evaluation’s qualitative
data collection (particularly the larger program-level outcomes?* ), SPR will need to access the
YAC database,?® as well as obtain arrest and incarceration data from the Sheriff’'s Department in

24 |n particular, this chapter has discussed the perceived level of coordination among YAC partners and the use
of collaborative case conferences.

25 SPR reviewed the draft architecture/layout of the YAC Database in-person at the Superior Court in fall
2016, but has not accessed the (finalized) database since this time. The YAC database was fully
populated in early 2017.

SPRis still working to finalize a data-use agreement with the Superior Court for access to the YAC
database, as well as with the San Francisco Sheriff's Department to obtain arrest and incarceration data
for YAC participants.
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order to: (1) determine whether all YAC's expected outcomes are currently being measured,
and (2) report on these outcomes in the final evaluation report. Additional items of interest
include average length of service receipt, and characteristics of graduates versus non-graduates
in terms of criminal history, education, and types of services received.

Reflecting on the implementation of YAC thus far,
some partners discussed how what they have
observed has informed their understanding of
expected outcomes or definitions of success,
particularly at the young adult levelOne partner
wondered whether the expected outcomes are
realistic and whether they “reflect the population
we’re working with?” If they are indeed the
developmentally and situationally appropriate
expected outcomes, to what extent should these be
more explicitly informing the assessment process so
young adults can be screened for their capabilities in

these outcome areas?

Two respondents described how early
implementation has affected how YAC is defining

G 2 K ZeessfulThosethat
are ableto trustt that are able
to identify at leastone person
they can (i NJz& YAGIPértner

& C Asghiebodysomehousing,
you havea shot at helpingthem
becomesuccessfulFind
somebodyemploymentin
addition to that, and their
probability shootsup by 50%or
more.Letthosetwo things not
happen,and ¢ S QNI to have
a LINR 0 f-SAC @sétner

success. While both agreed that desired outcomes, at minimum, are achieving a level of
personal stability (e.g., in terms of housing and employment) and having no additional

involvement with the criminal justice system, the remainingRS TA YA G A 2Y 2 F
Y2NB AYRAOGARdzZ ft AT SR o6 &SR

AAIAYAFAOLYyGT @

identified for themselves- an intentional approach consistent with young adult development.
Young adults in the YAC participant focus groups stressed employment, housing, and clearing

their criminal records as their top goals and priorities.

Finally, three additional respondents reflected on the
challenges of moving beyond counting units of service
provided and being able to discern whether the court
is truly making a difference with the young adult
participants. Here they underscored the importance
of non-quantifiable young adult outcomes that may
not be realized within the timeframe of YAC
involvement, but have clearly been facilitated by it. As
one YAC partner questioned, “How do you know that

& 2 K $tiink of the change
behaviorthat everybodywants

to see,it might not be part of

this court. Maybe A {idovin the
road [but] the seedshavebeen
plantedin YoungAdult/ 2 dzNJi ¢
— YAC Partner

something you’ve done today doesn’t take root six months from now? How have you been
successful in giving that person some technique or strategy?”

Factorsof Young AdultSuccess

Clearly a question of interest is whether early YAC implementation has revealed anything
preliminarily about commonalities among successful young adults, and whether such
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characteristics can be identified from the onset. Respondents were diverse in their perspectives
on this topic, with relatively more successful young adults anecdotally being identified as older
and/or more mature TAY, Latino young adults who have been charged with drug dealing, and
young adults on probation. The following perspectives on participants’ success are anecdotal,
reflecting the opinions of interview respondents during early implementation. The Final Report
will use outcome data to further explore the factors that predict and support participants’
success.

A number of interviewees could not discern a common characteristic of successful young
adults, and observed that it was often a “surprise” (and sometimes a matter of “luck”) who has
ended up succeeding and who has not, though case managers were sometimes seen as being in
the best position to predict success. Young adults in the participant focus groups clearly saw
success as dependent on level of individual initiative, with a number of young adults indicating
that “it’s all on you,” or “they’re [staff are] not here to give you a jail-free card, they give you
the opportunity.”

Thelevelofa@ 2 dzy' 3 o¢uRidesupp@rd aswell aslevel of personalreadinesswere both
describedasimportant ingredientsfor young adultsuccessnd avoidingrecidivism.While YAC
provides young adult participants with caring, invested adult figures, several respondents
underscored the importance of additional outside support—whether that be family members or
at least one adult they can trust—to boosting chances of young adult success.

Describing individual readiness (as a factor of success) was less straightforward, except in the
most extreme cases. According to some interviewees, the young adult participants who are
leastready—and struggle the most—often have severe chemical addiction and/or mental
health issues. (YAC continues to grapple with how best to manage these clients, in some cases
transferring them to drug or behavioral health court.) Aside from this group, there exists a wide
range of readiness/engagement levels and

appropriate approaches or responses from YAC a{ 2 YS ipaticiSaatsget it right
partners. away and sometimesit takesthem a
little while. Youhaveto meetthem
whereii K S &tQOedhaveto push

and motivate them accordingly.Even

Respondents described readiness as a function
of different dimensions including: maturity (not

necessarily age); past experience (particularly any though @i K § NAiferencein their
prior involvement with the criminal justice system readiness{i K I tlie@aint of the
and related ability to fully appreciate the impact LINE 3 NJ progiaf givesus the
of charges on their lives); willingness to embrace flexibility to be more engagedand try
the YAC model and support; a strong intention to new il KA y-YAC ®artner

change a way of life and be successful; and stage
of change?® an individual currently occupies (e.g.,
pre-contemplative, contemplative, etc.). It is this last dimension of readiness in particular that

%6 The stages of change model (also known as the Transtheoretical Model) includes six phases for changing
behavior: pre-contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action, maintenance, and termination. This model
is used to explain the phases of changing addictive behaviors (Prochaska, J.0., DiClemente, C.C., and
Norcross, J.C.,1992).
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makes it important to use a flexible, tailored approach to working with individual young adults.
As one YAC partner described, “Sometimes it takes kids a while to get ready—a little extra
support and oversight. Some kids are ready from day one. It depends on their stage as an
individual and readiness to embrace the YAC model.” Another partner echoed this perspective
by recognizing the extremes of young adults who are either “closed” or “completely open,” but
underlining the need in all cases for “time and consistency to motivate toward positive change,
as building trust takes time.”

Structure for Success

PfGAYEFGOSEe !/ LINIYSNAR |FINBSR (GKIFG GKS
OGN O1 ¢ a2FF G2 | KSFHftGKe adl NOZE | ytRoughy
recognizing that ultimately a one-year program is limited in its ability to address “18 years of
trauma.” Following are some of the core characteristics that respondents highlighted as
strengths of the overall YAC structure in facilitating young adult success:

1 Acompassionatediversecourt. The Young Adult Court conveys compassion and caring
to its young adult participants. As one respondent described, “There’s a real message
around the table that we want the young L )
people to succeed.” For some of the young o IRUN Rfgeldike court, it felt
adult participants, YAC is the first time they’ve like a supportsystem.Theywere
had a sense of support and received praise for askn_]gwhere“you UEEEL,
their accomplishments. One partner observed, makingsuree 2 dngmgaNhere
“ . . . youwantto 3 2 ® ¢

They went from having no one in their corner ~ Young Adult
to have many [in their corner],” including
parties traditionally not trusted by young
adults (i.e., representatives of the criminal justice system). Two respondents described
the role that YAC partners play as surrogate parents. YAC is represented by highly
diverse and dedicated individuals, including African American lawyers and an Asian
American Judge. Respondents described this as important for personal relatability,
potential role models, and an effective YAC.

1 A court grainded in research on TAY brain o ’
development.The very establishment of a ¢ K SeNdb @@ iaterestin U K A a X
the court is based on neuroscience that e that 0z cr|m'|na| Just|ge
indicates the brains of young adults are system.|s LSRN RS
fundamentally different from those of the b.rz?un developmentof

) e ) transitional age youth and

adults in terms of processing information impulsived S K+ @A 2 NE ®¢

and making decisions—thus requiring R (PR

different strategies for avoiding recidivism,

promoting engagement, and facilitating

positive outcomes. The court is using
strategies and even language to reflect this
premise. For example, one respondent

a1 | Zokaifi developmentas a
touchstoneis really A Y LJ2 NJi | y i
—YAC Partner
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described the conscious decision to revise the language of sanctions to responses: “How
do we use words and language to affect behavior changes? Science tells us this is the
way.”

1 Anopportunity for young adultvoiceand selfadvocacyThe Young Adult Court affords
young adult participants a primary voice in their own Wellness Care Plan, as well as in
the court setting (in their interactions with the

YAC Judge). One respondent noted that the G ¢ foldtform (0 K S ProviEd
court is a “platform to seek and advocate for with to speakand advocatefor
their own case, they’ve never had that their own case,i K S e1vé& S

had that empowerment

0 S ¥ 2 MaBoKthe clientslove
that about YoungAdult/ 2 dzNJi
— YAC Partner

empowerment before.” One of the young adult
participants concurred, noting that “in regular
court, you have to tell your lawyer if you want
to talk for yourself.”

i Effectiveserviceflow componentsandopportunities. Respondents were positive about
core components and opportunities of the YAC service flow, including the YAC
Handbook’s phases of young adult participation, court appearances as an element of
young adult accountability, engagement
with clinical case managers, using degree of

engagement to help determine frequency G a easemanageris genuine.|

of court appearances, and dialectical couldseethe care. | canfeel when
behavior therapy (DBT)?’ groups. YAC shewantsmeto do beli U S NIb ¢
participation also affords young adults a — Vel A

number of support opportunities through a think the assessmenprocessis a
their interaction with FSA or CASC, including good part of the program. It
transportation and assistance with assessesvhat the personis going

through. It preventsyou from going
backdownthe wrongNB | R ® ¢
— Young Adult

identifying housing. One partner said, “We
have more resources in this program to
help a young person struggling and get their
life together than any other program |
know, if a young person is ready.”

27 Dialectical behavioral therapy “combines standard cognitive behavioral methodology to help regulate
emotions and reality-testing with concepts of distress tolerance, acceptance, and mindfulness awareness
practices which are derived from Buddhist meditation disciplines” (Felton Institute, 2017).
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V. SummaryandImplications

The Young Adult Court established in San Franxisas realized tremendous progress in its
planning and early implementation phases.

During the critical planning period, program planners: (1) acted on local data indicating the
overrepresentation of TAY in the justice system and emerging brain research focused on young
adults; (2) capitalized on exceptional experience with collaborative court models and a local
commitment to funding TAY services; (3) mobilized the commitment of diverse stakeholders
from the criminal justice system and beyond; (4) defined eligibility criteria; and (5) designed the
core elements that would allow for rapid rollout of the YAC program.

The early implementation phase has been successful in terms of a full launch of a collaborative
court model for young adults, a healthy demand for its services, and what is unanimously
described as an ideal set of individuals “occupying” the model and serving young adults with
dedication and care.

As was expected, YAC has also confronted a number of challenges that emerged during early
implementation—particularly those related to young adult suitability and engagement—and
ongoing learning on topics such as differing case management models, priority needs for young
adults, and knowing when to “let go” of both successful and struggling young adults.

Moving forward, the most prominent areas of ongoing development for YAC are:

1 Continuingto addressthe balanceandimplicationsof clinicaland criminal justice
worlds beingbroughttogetherin YACThis touches on various dimensions of
implementation, including: continuing to negotiate eligibility exceptions; agreeing on
appropriate responses to disengaged young adults not meeting YAC expectations; and
even taking steps to make young adults more comfortable in their interactions with
criminal justice system representatives who—in the YAC context—are more focused on
ensuring young adult success. YAC has taken steps in this regard—for instance, with
social gatherings for YAC participants and partners. (One young adult described the YAC
orientation and dinner, and their interaction with a criminal justice system
representative who, in another court setting, might not be as attentive to building a
relationship with young adults: “I’'m sitting here and he wants me injail... it did some
[profanity] to my mind.”)

1 Assessingthe strength of the blendedclinicakcasemanagermodel. The YAC model will
provide important data on the relative strength of two different case management
models for young adults on probation and not on probation. In particular, a continued
area of focus should be on whether the same staff can effectively provide both clinical
and case management services, or whether young adults are better served by a
separation of function. To this end, a comparison of experiences of probation and non-
probation young adults will be of interest—though differences in the severity of the
offense that broughtthem to YAC must be considered in the effect on both YAC
experience and outcomes.
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1 Screenindor suitability and motivation. How is FSA applying partner lessons and
insights from early YAC implementation to its assessment procedures? In particular, how
are any common characteristics (e.g., signs of readiness) of successful YAC participants
being used to inform whether potential participants are indeed suitable and likely to
succeed in YAC? Likewise, how are any common characteristics or experiences of
terminated YAC participants being used to inform the assessment process for potential
YAC participants?

1 Emphasizingonsistencyin rewardsandresponsesYAC partners provided strong
feedback on the need for more consistency in rewards and responses to YAC participant
behavior, whether positive or negative. To what extent have YAC partners—perhaps
through a strategic planning meeting—devoted time to detailing rewards and responses
(and their associated behaviors) and documenting them in a revised YAC Participant
Handbook? Similarly, YAC partners identified the need for specific and consistent
guidelines on when it is time to let go of both successful and struggling YAC
participants—including when cases would be better served by other collaborative courts
(e.g., mental health, adult drug court) and when young people are ready to graduate or
move beyond the justice system.

1 Addressingey servicegaps.Clearly housing and mentoring emerged as the most
frequently mentioned service gaps for YAC participants, with residential and
developmentally-appropriate substance abuse also being cited. YAC partners, particularly
FSA, have already taken steps to address the former. However, adding critical
components such as mentoring will require not only the consideration of funding
constraints, but also of whether the basic operating structure of YAC is strong enough to
“add on.” Peer mentoring opportunities, in particular, could hold particular potential as
YAC participants see examples of success among those from similar circumstances who
have graduated from YAC or reached the last phase of program participation. Peer
mentors could also be rewarded for their mentorship of other YAC participants.

While the above points represent the strongest areas of feedback, other areas of potential
focus emerged from our discussion with YAC respondents and SPR’s own viewpoint:

1 Coordinatinglargercommunityresourcesor young adults While community-based
organizations have the opportunity to make presentations about their services at regular
YAC partner meetings, it is unclear how these larger community resources (beyond YAC
partners) are being fully leveraged and coordinated on behalf of YAC participants. As
one respondent observed, “It continues to be difficult to figure out who to work with
outside our small group of people sitting at the table.... there are all these really amazing
programs all over the city. How do you determine where to send [young adults]?”

1 AddressingoverlapamongYAC and systemlevel partners. A couple of respondents
noted that some degree of potential or actual overlap and duplication still exists
between YAC partners (e.g., in terms of case management and employment services
between FSA, CASC, and Goodwill). Documenting partner-specific job descriptions and
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expectations—perhaps through an updated, shared memorandum of understanding
(MOU) based on early implementation experiences—could help address this issue.
Furthermore, a couple of respondents described the overlap between YAC and non-YAC
partners, and the difficulty of expecting YAC participants to navigate and meet the
appointments and expectations of multiple, system-level partners—for example, case
managers in the foster care and criminal justice systems.

1 Addressingconfidentiality issues A couple of YAC partner interviewees raised the issue
of client confidentiality, particularly between YAC participants and their case
managers—which points to the need for striking a balance between preserving trust and
confidential information, while simultaneously providing the larger YAC team with
consistent data on young adults’ level of engagement in YAC.

1 Realizingadditional potential with someYAQartners.To some extent, there have
been unanticipated partners, as well as partners that could possibly play a larger role in
YAC. For example, private defense attorneys were one group of YAC stakeholders that
were not strongly considered during YAC planning. As one respondent described, “They
[private counsel] don’t necessarily understand what Young Adult Court is or how, as the
attorney, you start to become a part of team around your client’s plan of care.”
However, steps have been taken to orient private counsel to YAC. Other partners,
including the San Francisco Police Department, are willing but potentially underutilized
YAC partners. Some of this may be attributable to lack of clarity on specific partner
expectations and limited capacity to engage, rather than to lack of interest in YAC.
However, given the lessons of YAC implementation thus far, YAC partners might revisit
how best to harness the potential of law enforcement partners, and to build in more
opportunities for YAC participants to reconsider their preconceptions of law
enforcement representatives.

SPR looks forward to discussing this initial set of implications with YAC partners, particularly in
light of more recent developments and adjustments made to the implementation of San
Francisco’s Young Adult Court.
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Appendix A: YAC Qanizational Chart

Young Adult Court Model Organizational Chart

Social Policy Research
Will create an
evaluative research
design and conduct an
I ion Study

as well as a Final
Evaluation for Young
Adult Court to
determine if the model
met the goals and
objectives set forth by
the JAG Steering
Committee,

+5% of total grant
funds

Public Defender’s Office

A dedicated staff attorney from the
Public Defender’s Office will provide
legal assistance to the individuals
participating in YAC, participate in case
conferencing, and help to develop YAC
model as well as provide civil legal
assistance for all TAY clients of the
Public Defender, and support TAY with
criminal record remedies through the
Clean Slate Program, driver’s license
reinstatement, outstanding fines &
fees, outstanding child support
obligations, and Immigration issues.

Referred to YAC by attorney to
determine eligibility

San Francisco Police Department
Will support violence reduction
and probation compliance checks)
+8 OT shifts/month for 1
Lieutenant or Sergeant

+8 OT shifts/month for 4 Officers

San Francisco City and County - BSCC JAG 2015-16:

Young Adult Court Organizational Chart

District Attorney’s Office

Will work with the JAG Steering Committee to
develop and implement YAC model, review all
cases referred to YAC, make appearances in
YAC on behalf of DA’s Office, and conduct in-

to incarceration for participants both in YAC

San Francisco Sheriff's Department
For in-custody TAY referred by
probation and accepted into YAC, the
Trauma Therapist will guide treatment
and conduct comprehensive mental
health, substance abuse, risk and needs
assessments in order to make reentry
and release recommendations.

+0.85 Trauma Therapist

Young

(YAC)

depth case reviews to determine alternatives
and beyond.
+0.50 YAC Coordinator
+1.0 Alternative Sentencing Planner
Both attorneys participate in
case-conferencing and appear
in court
employment and
')“‘ educational services
and other stabilizing
supportive services,
and support TAY
throughout their YAC
&volvement.

Adult Court

San Francisco Superior Court

YAC, and will focus on providing

participants. The court has also
committed a judge to oversee all
proceedings in-kind.

+0.20 Courtroom Clerk

+0.20 Court Reporter

Will make verbatim official records of
proceedings, provide clerical assistance to

transitional housing options for YAC

+Social Services/Transitional Housing

Family Service
Agency/Goodwill
(Partner Organization
funded by DCYF)

Will conduct
assessments on all
out-of-custody
participants, provide
therapeutic case
management, refer to

Motion To
Revoke

Department of Children
Youth and Their
Families

Will convene all partner
meetings, oversee all
reporting requirements,
supervise BSCC and JAG
fiscal and programmatic
functions and facilitate
ongoing communication
and implementation of
YAC.*

*+0.10 Program Director
and +0.10 Fiscal Analyst

*TAY on Probation
are referred to YAC
prior to the Motion
To Revoke being
filed asa final
intervention

services.

(Probltlon)‘/ Adult Probation Department
Will participate in case conferencing for YAC
probationer participants, develop treatment

plans, provide therapy and case management

+ 0.5 Clinical Case Manager
+1.0 Deputy Probation Officer




Appendix B: YAC Eligibility Criteria

|. Residence Eligibility

No residence restriction; however, given YAC'S limited capacity, priority will be given to
individuals with connections to San Francisco, including family and other supports.

Il. Age Requirement

18-25 years

lll. Referral Process

The SFDA will require its ADAs to obtain approval from their Managing Attorneys to refer cases
in the following situations:

9 Any case that cannot be referred as an open matter (e.g. not eligible on a pre-plea or
DEJ basis) per YAC eligibility guidelines;
' Any case with disqualifying conditions per YAC eligibility guidelines;

9 Any case referred post-preliminary hearing involving a charge with an identifiable
named victim.

IV. Legal Eligibility
Given YAC's limited capacity, felony cases will be prioritized over misdemeanor cases.
A. Misdemeanor Offenses

1. All misdemeanors are eligible on a pre-plea basis, except the following:

(1) drunk driving or other driving offenses, (2) gang allegations, (3) hate crimes, (4)
domestic violence, (5) demonstration cases, (6) elder abuse, (7) crimes involving
children, and (8) gun cases, (9) offenses with potential sex offender registration
requirements, including PC 243.4, 290, 314.1 and 647.6, (10) cases that have been
reduced to a misdemeanor pursuant to 17(b).

2. The above-enumerated misdemeanor offenses are eligible following a grant of
probation only. The District Attorney may offer a deferred entry of judgment (DEJ)
disposition on a case-by-case basis.

3. Anindividual charged with 3 or more pre-plea cases will be eligible for Young Adult
Court following a grant of probation only.

B. Felony Offenses

1. The following felony charges are eligible on a pre-plea basis, providing that the
individual does not have any disqualifications listed below:

iiiiz spR B-1



i.  Sale or Possession for Sale Offenses, including Health & Safety Code sections
11351, 11351.5, 11352, 11359, 11378, 11378.5, or 11379 involving less than 5
grams of controlled substances (or less than 2 ounces of marijuana).

ii.  Felony Theft Offenses, including Penal Code sections 459 2nd, 475, 487(a)&(c),
496, or 666, where the restitution amount is under $2000.

iii.  Felony Auto Offenses, including Penal Code section 459 2nd and Vehicle Code
section 10851 where the restitution amount is under $2000.

iv.  Vandalism Offenses, including Penal Code section 594, where the restitution
amount is under $2000.

2. The following felony charges are eligible on a DEJ basis, providing that the individual
does not have any disqualifications listed below:

i.  Sale or Possession for Sale, including Health & Safety Code sections 11351,
11351.5, 11352, 11359, 11378, 11378.5, or 11379 involving between 5 and 20
grams of controlled substances (or between 2 and 5 ounces of marijuana).

ii.  Felony Theft, including Penal Code sections 459 2nd, 475, 487(a)&(c), 496, or
666, where the restitution amount is between $2000 and $4000.

iii.  Felony Auto Offenses, including Penal Code section 459 2nd and Vehicle Code
section 10851 where the restitution amount is between $2000 and $4000.

iv.  Vandalism offenses, including Penal Code section 594, where the restitution
amount is between $2000 and $4000.

v.  Assault (245)(a)(4).
vi.  Robbery (211 2nd) with no weapon or injury.

3. All other felonies with a probationary disposition are eligible for referral to YAC
following the grant of probation. The District Attorney may offer a DEJ disposition on a
case-by-case basis.

4. Individuals with two or more open eligible cases * may be referred to YAC court only
following a grant of probation. The District Attorney may offer a DEJ disposition on a
case-by-case basis.

* Cases involving multiple events will be considered as separate cases.

5. Unless waived by the District Attorney, all co-defendant cases, regardless of the charge,
require guilty pleas with a DEJ prior to the admission into YAC for all "eligible" case-
types. For situations in which one defendant is YAC eligible and the other is not, the
qualifying co-defendant will not be admitted into YAC unless the District Attorney
handling the matter agrees to the severance that would result from the co-defendant's
admission into YAC.

6. Motions to Revoke Probation, Mandatory Supervision, and PRCS:
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i. If adefendant is on probation for an offense that is ineligible for YAC, the
individual is presumptively not eligible to participate in YAC

ii.  For all supervision cases, the defendant shall make an admission to the violation
upon entry to YAC. If the defendant does not complete the YAC program, the
defendant will be subject to all potential consequences of revocation.

C. Disqualifying Conditions.

If a disqualifying condition exists, the District Attorney may agree to waive the limitation on a
case-by-case basis. Disqualifying conditions include the following:

1.

2
3.
4

Current offenses involving the use of a firearm.
Individuals with more than two open felony cases*.
Prior successful completion of Young Adult Court.

Prior conviction of or sustained petition for a "strike" (serious or violent felony pursuant
to Penal Code section 667.5(c) and 1192.7(c) offense) within eight years of the current
offense.

Active membership in an organized street gang, as determined by the District Attorney
with input from defense counsel.

Current offenses in which great or serious bodily injury is alleged (with the exception of
245(a)(4)).

D. Plea/Probation Reductions

Negotiated benefits of successful completion of Young Adult Court may include the following:

1.

T

For pre-plea cases:

Dismissal of a case pursuant to PC 1001.7 and sealing of arrest pursuant 851.90 shall
occur unless there is a negotiated disposition to the contrary;

For post-plea cases:

The reduction of a felony plea to a misdemeanor conviction;

The withdrawal of a plea to a strike offense in lieu of additional terms agreed to by the
parties;

The withdrawal of a plea and dismissal pursuant to PC 1001.7 and sealing of arrest
pursuant to PC 851.90; and

For probation cases:

Reduction of length of probation term and dismissal of fines, fees and conviction
pursuant to PC 1203.4;

The reduction of a felony plea to a misdemeanor conviction.
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E. Restitution Requirement

For any case involving loss of or damage to property, restitution will be ordered.

V. Confidentiality

A statement or any information procured from statements made by the defendant to any
Probation Officer, Young Adult Court staff, program case manager, or any member of the YAC
team, that is made during the course of referral to or participation in YAC, shall not be
admissible in any subsequent action or criminal proceeding.
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AppendixD: YAC Logic Model

Long-term Vision for DCYF's JAG: Framework for Preventing School-to-Prison Pipeline

[ Context \

Community Facfors

+ Lawenforcement
climate

+ Efforts toreduce
crimefviolence

= Pglicies & practicesfor
TAY offenders

Partner Factors

= History of collaboraficn

+ Collaborative
capacity/freadiness

Youth Risk Facfors

*  In-custedystatus

+ Delayed cnsetof
stabilzinginfluences

Youth Protective Foctors
*  Family support

*+ Role models /

-

YAC Structure & Services

short-Term Outcomes

Partners
+  District Attomey's Office
+ Public Defender’s Office
+  Adult Probation Department
+  Family Service Agency

« 3FCourt
+  SFSheriff's Department
+  Goodwill

Participant-Level

Services
+ Recruitment, referral and assessment
Individualized Plan
+ Substanceabuse treatment
+ Job training and employment connections
+ Parenting education
+ Caose management
+ Cognitive Behavioral/trauma Therapy
+ Education (GED/Community College)
+ Community service
+  Opportunities for restoratfive justice
*  Housing support
* Pro-sccialservices /anger management

Conti Prog Monitoring

+ Case conferencing & recurring hearings

.

.

-

.

.

.

.

.

Reducticnin recidivism

Employment acquisition
and retention

Reduced substance abuse
Development of “life skills"
Increased awareness and
utilization of community
resources
Wellness outcomes

Legal cutcomes

Housing status

Program-Lewvel

-

.

.

Improved coordination
between YAC partnersvia
assessments, service
planning. and treatment

Adult probationand court
accesstoaccurate risk
assessment tools

Use of collaborative case
conferences

Long-Term Cutcomes

Permanent reduction in
recidivism, criminal justice
involvement

Establish lasting
connections to the
educational system and,or
the labor market

Sustained focus on
addressing structural
barriers to success among
youth of color
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Appendix E: Other Young Adult Cowmodels

To provide context for our findings from the YAC evaluation, SPR staff conducted a literature
review of existing models of young adult court. Through this review, we identified five programs
that offer similar services for young adults/transitional aged youth. In the fall of 2016, we
reached out to all five programs to conduct telephone interviews with program leaders to learn
more about their program models. Two programs responded to our request for one-hour
telephone interviews; we interviewed one program and another program provided written

responses from two staff members. Using interview data and a review of program documents,
we summarize these programs below.
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Douglas County Young Adult Court

The Douglas County Young Adult Court (YAC) in Ohelivaska has been working with
young adults since 2004. This court serves young adults between the ages of 18 and
Douglas County. In 2016, the YAC served 30 participants; program staff reported tha
their capacity is 45 participants. The Douglasn@oYoung Adult Court is a probation
based program that collaborates with partners from the justice system and other
community agencies such as the Douglas County Department of Corrections, Dougle
County district attorney, public defender, judge, armhlservice providers. YAC staff
describe the relationship between the YAC and the Department of Corrections as a
“tremendous coll aboration,” with the L
program services during the first phase, includinty IGED and mental health services.

The YAC uses a thrphase program through which participants progress for the durati
of approximately 18 to 24 months. Upon entry into the program, participants enter Ph
1, when they are placed in community correcs for 6690 days to participate in
assessments, behavior and reasoning classes, and GED classes (if needed). During
phase, participants may be transitioned from jail to house arrest and begin to work or
their education and employment plans. Afte01t® 180 days, participants move into
Phase 2 and continue their treatment plans, participate in cognitive classes, and may
withdraw their guilty plea in front of the YAC judge. Following this stage, participants
enter Phase 3 and a full year of probatiSoccessful graduation from the program resul
in the reduction of felony to misdemeanor charges.

The Douglas County Young Adult Court meets once a month. In Fall 2016, the YAC \
assigned a new judge who has expressed interest in increasing the fregienart
meetings to twice a month. The new judge, in addition to the YAC partners, believe n
frequent sessions will allow the judge to build stronger relationships with clients, as w
as provide more frequent opportunities to reward the positivengfes made by
participants.

At the progrardevel, the Douglas County Young Adult Court stands out for its strong
judgec | i ent rel ationships and the progra
with substance abuse treatment services and education aptiddditionally, YAC staff
highlighted the programmatic lesson of being flexible in how and when program servi
are delivered. For example, after receiving participant feedback, the YAC restructuret
mentoring component from a oren-one model to a grup session centered around
relevant topics. As YAC staff said abo
try things. You try and |l earn from oth
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Kalamazoo County Young Adult Diversion Court

The Young AduDiversion Court (YADC) in Kalamazoo County, Michigan began servit
young adults in 2013. The YADC was created to support young adults between the a
17 and 20 successfully meet the terms of their probation and, ultimately, remove crin
chargesrom their record. YADC services include case management, life skills and
leadership classes, community service, and connections to therapy, education, and
transportation support. Staff describe
designed to dapt to changes over time and incorporate participant feedback.

The court serves a maximum 20 individuals at any given time and meets every other
week. Court sessions focus on particip
each court session, gacipants share lessons learned from the life skills class and the
ways in which these lessons are being incorporated in their own lives. The Court use
incentives and sanctions to respond to
administer anctions as a last resort, as the court and its partners have adopted the
Therapeutic Jurisprudence model, utilize Restorative Justice principles, and operate |
a positive reinforcement framework. Staff noted that sanctions are only used in extrer
ca®s such as extensive lack of foliwough or chronic substance abuse while in
treatment.

Participants enter YADC with eight months of expected program participation; howev
some individuals have completed the program in six months while others halednee
the full 24 months allowed. Staff noted that participants think the YADC meets too
frequently. However, as participants progress through the program, they show less
resistance coming to court. In fact, staff reported that many participants return after
graduation for job search assistance, guidance, and support. Lastly, partnerships are
crucial to the operations and success of the Kalamazoo County YADC, which is why
are always exploring ways to expand their community partnerships.
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